The history of these efforts presents a greatly varied record. Some weapons, such as landmines and poison, have proved quite tolerant to international regulation. Attempts to regulate these weapons have achieved considerable success, generating meaningful and effective limitations. Other weapons and systems, such as firearms and submarines, have proved especially regulation resistant. Campaigns to legislate specific limitations on their use, despite persistent effort and even after episodes of apparent progress, have either failed to gain traction or have seen initial success vanish in the crucibles of arms races and armed conflicts. Still, other weapons, such as cluster munitions, have defied categorical characterization as either regulation resistant or tolerant, gaining selective, even enthusiastic, acceptance by some States but drawing persistent rejection by others. These latter cases have produced a somewhat Balkanized body of weapons law. This mixed record begs explanation, yet until recently little effort had been made to analyze the forces behind weapons law successes and failures.
This article briefly applies to AWS the author's recently published analysis of regulation tolerance and resistance in weapons. Using criteria that influenced past efforts to produce weapon-specific regulations and bans, including effectiveness, novelty, deployment, medical compatibility, disruptiveness, and notoriety, this article will evaluate the likelihood of success of present efforts to specifically regulate or ban AWS. This article concludes that while AWS presently demonstrate characteristics of both regulation tolerance and resistance, on balance, considerations of resistance, especially uncertainty as to effectiveness, prevail. These considerations of resistance indicate a low likelihood that States will in the immediate future consent to meaningfully ratified specific regulations or a preemptive ban. Access constitutes a particularly important facet of effectiveness and is a strong consideration in evaluating the susceptibility of weapons to specific regulations. Weapons that permit belligerents to gain access to previously inaccessible targets and enemy vulnerabilities have proved exceptionally effective and have had significant influence on tactical and strategic outcomes. In the twentieth century, aircraft, submarines, and long-range nuclear-tipped missiles revolutionized warfare in their respective domains, primarily by permitting access to previously unreachable targets and territory. Faced with repeated attempts at prohibition, each of these systems proved exceptionally regulation resistant owing largely to the unprecedented and irreplaceable access they grant belligerents and therefore their effectiveness.
EFFECTIVENESS
It is difficult to assess the future effectiveness that AWS will offer States. For now, it seems that autonomous systems are envisioned to operate primarily in In theory, each use of an AWS frees a human to perform another battlefield function; a saved opportunity cost that is, in itself, a form of effectiveness. Due to their effectiveness, AWS seem likely to register the regulation resistance exhibited previously by other delivery platforms such as airplanes, submarines, and missiles. Campaigns to regulate weapons, such as those directed at cluster munitions, have already integrated arguments concerning ineffectiveness into their advocacy. Any successful effort to regulate AWS would seemingly need to rebut what is, at least conjecturally, a compelling case for these weapons' effectiveness.
NOVELTY
Innovative weapons have encountered mixed experiences with international regulation. For example, novel aerial bombardment technology and chemical weapons yielded to international treaties early in their development and prior to their widespread use. As early as 1899, States consented to a time-limited treaty banning aerial bombardments. At the same diplomatic conference, several States adopted a declaration banning the use of still novel asphyxiating gases.
25. See Memorandum from Dr. Paul Kaminski, Chairman, Defense Science Board (July 19, 2012), http://www.fas.org/irp/agency/dod/dsb/autonomy.pdf (-[U]nmanned systems are making a significant, positive impact on DoD objectives worldwide. However, the true value of these systems is not to provide a direct human replacement, but rather to extend and complement human capability by providing potentially unlimited persistent capabilities, reducing human exposure to life threatening tasks, and with proper design, reducing the high cognitive load currently placed on operators/supervisors.‖).
26. Yet, nuclear weapons and submarines, novel weapons or means of war in their own right, proved exceptionally resistant to specific regulation. Other novel weapons, such as blinding lasers and landmines, required prolonged and determined campaigns before yielding to specific regulation. In fact, meaningful specific restraints never materialized with respect to nuclear weapons and submarines. In the cases of blinding lasers and landmines, States appear to have favored a -wait and see‖ approach, an approach that continues today in some cases. For example, the slow-moving procedures of the U.N. Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons (CCW) review process have drawn criticism, but are surely indicative of States' preference for cautious, deliberative procedures for developing weapons law. Accordingly, most of the recently concluded international regulations of novel weapons have required patient and persistent efforts on the part of their proponents. For instance, despite repeated calls from civil society, as well as from States, for regulation of cyber weapons, the majority of States seems to regard a specific cyber weapon treaty as premature.
With respect to novelty, AWS seem highly analogous to cyber weapons. Presently, States seem uncertain of the full potential of AWS. And while States have fielded, and even according to some accounts employed cyber weapons, autonomous weapons are for now true terra incognita. Indeed, at a recent U.N. meeting that included representatives of parties to the CCW, Germany, a State that has been of late a relatively enthusiastic supporter of weapons law, submitted what it termed -Food-for-thought‖-a guarded series of questions concerning the -State of play‖ of autonomous weapons. 
DEPLOYMENT
The extent to which a weapon has been acquired, fielded, integrated into operations, and deployed in State arsenals bears significantly on its susceptibility to regulation. Weapon deployments involve not only large investments of financial capital but also immense investments in training and planning to incorporate them into military doctrine and operations. Historically, States have been slow to abandon weapons that are widely fielded or form a critical component of existing tactical, operational, or strategic plans. For example, the earliest progress on regulating chemical and biological weapons occurred before States had fielded significant quantities of either weapon. More recently, the ban on blinding lasers entered into force before any State had fielded that weapon at all-thus, the ban required no State to meaningfully alter its force structure, doctrine, or military plans.
Anti-personnel landmines (APL) present a contrasting case. Widely deployed by militarily significant States, APL proved regulation resistant for decades. While they are now regulated by a detailed, weapon-specific treaty and are banned by another, notable military powers have not adopted the latter instrument. Cluster munitions, also widely deployed and now the subject of a weapon-specific treaty, have proved similarly resistant to regulation among major military powers like the United States, China, and Russia. To abandon cluster munitions at this point would arguably require drastic changes to the battlefield techniques, tactics, and procedures of these armed forces--explaining in part, their relative resistance to the ban.
At first blush, the fact that AWS have not been deployed appears to favor chances for regulation. Once States have invested in their acquisition and, more importantly, once States have integrated them into military doctrine and strategies or rely on them to maintain positions of military advantage over competitors, experience indicates that the prospects for regulation, and especially for a ban, will diminish significantly. In fact, the U.N. Special Rapporteur for Extrajudicial, Summary and Arbitrary Executions recently expressed concern that ongoing consideration of limitations on AWS might be undermined by delays permitting States to deploy AWS before a ban can be adopted.
MEDICAL COMPATIBILITY
Weapons that produce wounds compatible with existing medical protocols and field hospital capacity have generally proved resistant to international regulation. Despite protracted campaigns to regulate small arms projectiles such as high-velocity bullets and flechettes, the relatively conventional wounds produced by each has not been sufficient to generate a lasting and universal prohibition on these weapons. Only weapons that frustrate widely available battlefield medical capabilities or that inflict suffering beyond that required to put belligerents out of action have managed to generate sufficient support for regulation on the basis of humanity. Non-detectable fragments and barbed 50. The Hague Regulations create a medical protocol that prohibits the use of weapons that cause unnecessary suffering. See Watts, supra note 7, at 615 (stating that weapons that produce wounds that cannot be treated by using prevailing protocols of medical care provided to war victims seem more susceptible to regulation).
51. See Int'l Comm. of the Red Cross, Weapons that may Cause Unnecessary Suffering or have Indiscriminate Effects 11 (1973), https://www.loc.gov/rr/frd/Military_Law/pdf/RCWeapons.pdf (discussing regulations that prevent the use of weapons causing unnecessary suffering, and indiscriminate weapons or methods of combat).
52. See id. at 71-72 (discussing the lack of regulation of small arms projectiles). 53. See id. at 11 (discussing regulations that ban the use of weapons causing unnecessary suffering). [30.1 weapons are prime examples of weapons banned because of the nature of wounds they inflict.
While a compelling indicator of potential regulation of many weapons, medical compatibility is unlikely to prove an especially relevant criterion with respect to AWS. In a sense, AWS are better characterized as a means of warfare than a weapon. More precisely, they might be better classified as delivery platforms. AWS may have more in common with submarines and aircraft than with bullets and shells or gases and grenades. In theory, an AWS might be armed with any conceivable weapon from a small arms projectile to a high-yield nuclear device, making wound generation and medical compatibility a function of the arms employed rather than of autonomy itself.
DISRUPTIVENESS
Some efforts to regulate or ban weapons appear to be derived from strategic rather than humanitarian considerations. Weapons that have threatened to disrupt existing balances of power or military hegemony have often provoked campaigns to achieve through law what States feared they could not accomplish on the battlefield. Where hegemons have seen danger, challengers have often seen potential. The crossbow, improved artillery, and submarines are all examples of highly disruptive weapons that provoked preemptive regulatory campaigns by military hegemons. Yet few, if any, of these efforts have succeeded, suggesting that a weapon's potential for disruptiveness indicates regulation resistance.
To the extent AWS demonstrate potential to undermine existing military advantages, such as population size, training, and geographic separation, it is likely that States suffering disadvantages in these respects will resist regulations. The possibility of resorting to AWS to achieve a new battlefield asymmetry may be too tempting for many States to resist, as it has been throughout history.
NOTORIETY
While military decisions to develop or field weapons are rarely made in the civic sphere or by popular opinion, especially visceral or fervent public disapproval can reduce a weapon's chances to evade regulation. Weapons that attract notoriety either by their effects or by their nature may find themselves susceptible to increasingly well-engineered and coordinated efforts to ban them. Natural human aversions to poison have been cited as an explanation of the ban on their use in warfare. The campaigns to ban landmines and cluster munitions have relied heavily on social media and publicity to rally public opinion against these weapons and to pressure States to adopt bans.
Again, it may be too early to identify a prevailing public opinion on AWS. Yet, the fact that they eliminate humans from the critical function of target selection and life-and-death decisions has caused deep concern among scientists, ethicists, and others. Robot wars and ensuing doomsday scenarios that engulf humanity may attach notoriety to autonomous weapons that will be sufficient to induce States to accept some form of specific regulation.
EQUIVOCATIONS AND CONCLUSION
All theories have limitations. The author's initial description of a model for evaluating regulation tolerance and resistance included an important series of equivocations. First, it was conceded that the criteria of this model are not exclusive factors of regulation tolerance or resistance. Political, cultural, religious, economic and even interpersonal factors influence weapons law and may even displace the model's criteria as determinants of regulatory success or failure.
Second, in some cases, it may not be accurate or possible to label weapons as either regulation resistant or tolerant. Poisons, for example, present a complicated case under the author's model. Their capacity for social and military disruption suggests strong regulation resistance. But poison's incompatibility with medical treatment protocols and public notoriety inspired longstanding and categorical bans on their use. In this regard, balancing is critical to effective assessments of regulation tolerance and resistance. A strong showing of resistant characteristics might overcome multiple indications of tolerance and vice versa.
Overall, AWS present an uncertain case with respect to regulation tolerance and resistance. On one hand, public notoriety concerning autonomous weapons, and the fact that States have not yet deployed them, suggests a degree of tolerance for regulation. A ban would address building public concern for the implications of automated warfare. And a ban would not, at this point, impose significant costs of adjustment on States' armed forces or cause them to forfeit hard-won military advantage. On the other hand, their novelty and potential to disrupt established military hegemony suggest strongly that autonomous weapons will prove regulation resistant. The truly novel nature of a weapon system that can reliably target enemy forces and military objects certainly counsels States not to forgo its advantages precipitously. A ban on AWS might deny a weak State the opportunity to disrupt a currently disadvantageous balance of military power.
Finally, it is difficult at present to evaluate the military effectiveness of AWS. It appears that, in some circumstances, they may offer relative advantages over manned systems or human soldiers. It also seems possible that AWS might grant States access to enemy targets and vulnerabilities previously inaccessible to manned systems. On balance, uncertainty as to effectiveness seems a sound basis for predicting that States will exercise extreme caution toward or even resistance to attempts to regulate autonomous weapons. To the extent there is State support for regulation or a ban, it is likely to be fragmented support with lines predictably drawn according to perceptions of effectiveness and extent of deployment, producing alongside that of cluster munitions and landmines, yet another Balkanized sector of weapons law.
